Message

From: Sanchez, Yolanda [Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov]

Sent: 3/17/2021 12:24:49 AM

To: Praskins, Wayne [Praskins. Wayne@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: EPA review of NAVY Building Remediation Goals - draft response

Attachments: 2021-03-16_ResponseToHirsch.docx

It’s still on my list to more closely review the US ACE document {before posting it to the website)... Please see my

suggested edits/rearrangements for responding to Dan Hirsch (attached). | EX. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Yolanda Sanchez | U.S. EPA, Region 9 | Community Involvement for Superfund | Desk: 415-972-3880

From: Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 1:24 PM

To: Praskins, Wayne <Praskins.Wayne@epa.gov>

Cc: Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt Jochn@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: EPA review of NAVY Building Remediation Goals - draft response

Wayne,

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Yolanda

From: Praskins, Wayne <Praskins.Wayne @epa.gov>

Sent: Monday, February 22, 2021 6:46 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>; Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt.John@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: EPA review of NAVY Building Remediation Goals - draft response

Yolanda/John —

Please see proposed responses to Dan Hirsh’s January email. | propose to send him the Army Corps report | shared with
you earlier today and our December letter to the Navy on the building RGs.

Dan — See responses below in red to your request for reports and to some of your quick points.

Wayne Praskins | Superfund Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (SFD-7-3)

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-972-3181

From: Daniel Hirsch <i  Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i>
Sent: Monday, January 4, 2021 4:13 PM
To: Praskins, Wayne <Praskins.Wayne@epa.gov>
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Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>; Stuart Walker <stuartwalker@verizon.net>
Subject: Re: EPA review of NAVY Building Remediation Goals

Hi Wayne,
I hope you had a peaceful holiday season.

As the new year begins, | want to reiterate my request, one more time, to be provided with the written BPRG
assessment/review/report that must have formed the basis for your letter of August 20, 2020, to the Navy entitled "EPA
Review of Navy Draft Evaluation of Radiological Remediation Goals for Onsite Buildings-Hunters Point Naval Shipyard
Superfund Site.” In that letter you state, "We completed our review of the Navy evaluation of radiological building RGs
in consultation with EPA Headquarters and with assistance from the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Radiation Safety
Support Team and the Department of Energy’s Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL).” Elsewhere you refer to
calculations involving EPA’s National Superfund Expert and ORNL with a modified version of the BPRG calculator. We
would like to see the document(s) containing these analyses/calculations upon which you based your August 20 letter.

We wrote the August 20, 2020 letter based on input from and discussions with representatives from EPA Headguarters,
the Army Corps of Engineers {ACOE)}, and ORNL. There was no formal report at the time | sent my letter. The ACOFE has
since completed a report, however, describing their review of the Navy's evaluation. | am attaching a copy.

Secondly, we would appreciate receiving copies of any response you may have received from the Navy to your August
20 letter and any associated correspondence between EPA and the Navy on the subject.

lam attaching a copy of a follow up letter we sent in December. | forwarded your request for the Navy responses to
Derek Robinson, the Navy Environmental Program Manager.

Third, as to your responses below, a few quick points:

a. | had previously told you that the values we get from the running the BPRG calculator are about two times more
protective than the values you cite for the situation that uses the default assumption of contamination above 6

feet. (Compare your table below with ours at page 19 of our report, “Hunters Point Shipyard Cleanup Used Outdated
and Grossly Non-Protective Cleanup Standards.”) Our table is based on 107-6 risk, but you will see that at 10/-4 the
values are still about twice as protective as the ones you are using. | believe that is because you didn’t follow the
decision made by the EPA in 2018 that calculations should be based on assuming exposure to hard surfaces alone and
the exposure time for hard surfaces must be changed accordingly. (Letter, September 21, 2018, from Lily Lee to Derek
Robinson, "EPA Comments on the Draft Fourth Five-Year Review, Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, San Francisco,
California, Dated July 9, 2018,” pp. 4-5.) And yes, of course, we converted to dpm/ 100 cm”2.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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b. The use of 107-4 levels is inappropriate. We are not in a situation where buildings have all been remediated and a 5-
Year review is being conducted thereafter to see if they are still protective. We are in a situation where remediation is
to occur and a decision needs to be made as to the cleanup standard to be applied. The standard needs, according to
CERCLA, to be as close to 107-6, the point of departure, as possible, and only fall back the minimum necessary from that
and only if the 9 balancing and other criteria have been weighed, in a public process with public input. None of that has
occurred here. EPAreally needs to be insisting on 107-6 cleanup levels, in part to provide a margin of safety for future
discoveries, given the troubled history to date regarding the botched cleanup at HPNS.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

c. There is no basis for EPA doing its BPRG calculations on the basis of weakened inputs to the calculator that
assume there is no contamination above 6 feet, when there is no evidence that is the case. A protectiveness review
must be based on evidence if one is to weaken the inputs.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

d. The claim that the Navy will carefully measure above 6 feet to determine if there is contamination is not borne out by
the passages of the Navy plan you cite. The Navy is classifying all surfaces above 6 feet as either MARSSIM Class 2,
requiring far less rigorous measurements, or as purportedly non-impacted, which will receive no measurements at

all. There are simply assuming it is unlikely there is contamination above 6 feet and then doing such minimal
measurements it is unlikely they would be able to find it if it is there. Further, the Navy plan is using as its background a
potentially impacted building in the middle of the Superfund site, a few feet from structures it concedes are impacted
and surrounded by soil that is potentially contaminated and can have been tracked in for years, violating fundamental
principles of MARRSIM requiring background be from places that cannot possibly be contaminated. Additionally, it
appears that all or the great majority of the measurements are just scans, rather than actual sampling of removable
contamination and sending it to a lab for careful measurement with good detection limits. Simply arbitrarily assuming
20% of contamination is removable and then only doing scans, plus the highly questionable background location, and
the designation of most of the structures as Class 2 with woefully weak survey coverage, are just a few more signs that
the Navy is repeating the kind of troubling steps that led to the Tetra Tech scandal and the need for retesting in the first
place.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

e. | see no sign that EPA, either in its own calculations or in what it is requiring of the Navy, is summing the risks from
the external exposures and the internal exposures. You indicate that for at least four radionuclides, the Navy’s
Remediation Goals exceed the 1 10~-4 risk level, which the Region has repeatedly in the past insisted on as the upper
limit of the risk range. In your email you indicate a risk from fixed contamination alone more than double the 1 x 10~-4
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level, even assuming zero contamination above 6 feet. So, if the removable contamination were allowed at 1 x 10/-4, or
more than that, the combined risk could readily exceed 3 x 10/-4, about which there is no question of exceeding the
acceptable risk range.

| look forward to receiving the documents on which your August 20 letter to the Navy was based, and any subsequent
correspondence from and to the Navy about it.

Thanks,

Dan

On Nov 10, 2020, at 10:53 AM, Praskins, Wayne <Praskins.Wayne @epa.gov> wrote:

Dan — Sorry for the delayed response. Please see my additional responses in blue. If you want to
discuss further perhaps we should set up a time to talk.

Wayne Praskins | Superfund Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (SFD-7-3)

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-972-3181

From: Daniel Hirsch < Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 4:43 PM

To: Praskins, Wayne <Praskins.Wayne®@epa.gov>

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>; Walker, Stuart <Walker.Stuart@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: EPA review of NAVY Building Remediation Goals

Wayne,
Your response creates more questions than answers. See below (in green font).

Dan

On Oct 8, 2020, at 2:04 PM, Praskins, Wayne <Praskins.Wayne @epa.gov> wrote:

Dan -
Please see responses below {in red font).

Wayne Praskins | Superfund Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (SFD-7-3)

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-972-3181

From: Daniel Hirsch < Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) >

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 10:57 AM

To: Praskins, Wayne <Praskins.Wayne@epa.gov>

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>; Walker, Stuart
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<Walker.Stuart@epa.gov>
Subject: EPA review of NAVY Building Remediation Goals

Dear Wayne,

We read with interest your letter of August 20, 2020, to the Navy "EPA Review of Navy
Draft Evaluation of Radiological Remediation Goals for Onsite Buildings-Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard Superfund Site.”

We would appreciate it if you would provide us with the documents providing the basis
for:

1. The claims that no contamination could possibly exist on surfaces inside any building
higher than 6 feet on walls and none on ceilings.

= No, that’s not what our letter says. The Navy's RESRAD BUILD evaluations assume that
contamination is present only on the floor. We think a more conservative/protective
assumption is to assume that the contamination may also extend to the lower

walls. When applying the remediation goals {RGs), we would expect the Navy to
provide evidence that the extent of contamination in the building being evaluated is
consistent with this assumption {i.e., evidence that the upper walls and ceiling are not
contaminated if the contamination s assumed limited to the floor and lower wall).

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

2. The statement: "Our preliminary calculations using the modified version of the BPRG
calculator indicate that the majority of the radiological building RGs remain protective
for fixed contamination.” We would appreciate if you would also provide the
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identification of the Remediation Goals (RGs) that are not protective and the
comparison of those values with the values the Navy has been using, as well as the
comparison of your modified BRPGs against the RGs that you now assert are protective.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ris for Flved Contamination - Residential Eunosure

HPENS Res Modified PROS at 1% 104 concer ris
Iom/ 100 em2) fdnim/ 100 emi)

{s-137 5000 3650

Co-60 5000 2500

Eu-152 5000 2350

Eu-154 5000 2500

Az indicated above, vour lefisr savs that vou have modified EPA’s own BPRS calculator to
assume no contamination above & fest. Based on that assumption, for which we requested the
svidence on which i was based, your letier says “the majority of the radinlogical buflding RGs
remain profective” {emphasis added} The term “majority” indicates that for a minority of the
radipnuclides, the statement is not frue. You have provided Modifiad BPRGs, at 1044 risk
levely, for ondy four radionuclides. Our gusstion was for the results for the “minority” of
radionuclides assessed that, even with vour modifications to the input assumptions, showed the
MNavy's RGs to be outside the protective rangs.

A5 a side matter, we note that the values you report above are far lower than what would be
produced by the BPRG caloulator using s defaulls with only the wall and celling Inputs changed
We again requsst the documentation upon which thess assertions are mada.]

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

3. The statement: "We propose that BPRGs be used as limits on the removable fraction
of the radioactivity (i.e.,dust). Our preliminary calculations using default exposure
assumptions result in BPRGs substantially lower than 20% of the RGs.” In addition to
providing the documentation for this conclusion, we would appreciate it if you would
provide the BPRGs you are proposing for removable radioactivity and the comparison to
the RGs the Navy has been using.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Limits for Bemoveble Contaminatinn - Residential Exposure

BPRG: usine defoult inny

209 of A3 :
ldom/ o0 ezl % 0.4 rancer visk
' (dpmy/ 100 cm2)

Am-241 20 a4

{s-137 1000 145

Co-B0 1000 78

Eu-152 1000 o1

Eu-154 1000 204

H-3 1000 77,256

Py-239 20 i1

Ra-226 20 )

Sr-80 200 )

Th-232 7.3 24

1235 897.6 77

These should be the same values you get from the online BPRG calculator,

These values ars about double whal we got from the online BPRG calculator. We would again
ask to be provided the basis for the condusions.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

We also note that while yvou assert that the default valuas may be “inappropriately high” for HPNS and
yvoul don't expect them to be used, there are numerous factors that would suggest the defaults are
inappropriately low for applcation to HENS,

Wayne, we relferate our reguest for the documentation that underlies the assertions mads in vour
letter to the Navy,

Tharks,

{3an

Thank you.

Dan Hirsch
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